INTRODUCTION
Creativity can be described as the generation of original and practical ideas by an individual or team members working together (Amabile, 1988; Mainemelis, 2010; Zhou & Shalley, 2003) . Recent studies have shown that it can be either fostered or hindered by managers in the workplace (e.g. George, 2007; Lin, Mainemelis, & Kark, 2016; Mainemelis, Kark, & Epitropaki, 2015; Shalley & Gilson, 2004) . Today, greater numbers of managers find it essential to encourage employee creativity (Mainemelis, 2010; Shalley & Gilson, 2004) and innovation (Garcia-Morales, Jimenez-Barrionuevo, & Gutierrez-Gutierrez, 2012; Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003) due to the increasingly turbulent environment, heightened competition, and unpredictable technological changes. Research findings indicate that creativity can contribute not only to the effectiveness of an organisation, but also to its survival (Amabile, 1996; Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004) . Managers are key in supporting and promoting creativity within their organisations, since they are informed of their employees creative performance, and they have significant influence over the work context and climate in which employees are expected and able to be creative (Amabile & Khaire, 2008; Eyal & Kark, 2004; Mainemelis et al., 2015; Mumford, Hester, Robledo, Peterson, Day, Hougen, & Barrett, 2012 ). Yet, on the other hand, an inappropriate leadership style may cause this managerial influence over work context and climate to be detrimental to creativity.
It is well known that a leaders effectiveness critically depends on, and is even defined by, his or her capability to motivate followers to focus on a shared goal, mission, or vision (Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, & Popper, 1998) . In the past two decades, evidence has shown transformational and charismatic leadership to be associated with higher levels of individual and organisational outcomes (e.g. Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, & Chen, 2005; Wang, Oh, Courtright, & Colbert, 2011) , and specifically with employee creativity (e.g. Garcia-Morales et al., 2011; Mumford, Gibson, Giorgini, & Mecca, 2014; Vessey, Barrett, Mumford, Johnson, & Litwiller, 2014) . Investigators of transformational and charismatic leadership have widely discussed motivational components as central constructs in their theoretical and research models (e.g. Bass, 1985; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993) . Moreover, transformational leadership has been specifically defined based on its positive motivational effects on followers (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003) .
Transactional leadership, on the other hand, has been defined by Bass (1985) as leadership which makes clear what actions and roles followers must take to achieve goals. The motivation that is elicited by this leadership style is to do what is expected by the leader, so as to avoid punishment (i.e. management by exception passive; transactional passive), to receive rewards (i.e. contingent rewards) or to prevent corrective action indicating that a mistake is about to be made (i.e. management by exception active; transactional active). While most research on management by exception passive has found a negative or no relationships between it and performance indicators (Bass & Avolio, 1999) , management by exception active (transactional active) and contingent reward styles have been found to have positive relationships with different types of performance indicators, for example, with safety (Zohar, 2002; Clarke, 2013) . Although recent studies have emphasised the importance of motivation to leadership processes and influence (e.g. Yukl, 2009) , there has been less attention directed to the underlying psychological processes and mechanisms used by leaders to motivate followers to be creative.
Developments in motivation theory highlight the role of self-regulatory focus (SRF) as a central component that shapes motivation and behaviour (Higgins, 1997 (Higgins, , 1998 , and the ability to behave in a creative and innovative manner (Lanaj, Chang, & Johnson, 2012) . This theoretical development may help us understand a leaders effectiveness in influencing and motivating followers creativity through eliciting different self-regulatory foci. Kark and Van Dijk (2007) developed a theoretical framework that links transformational leadership and regulatory focus theory. It posits that followers situational selfregulatory foci are possible mediators of the relationship between management style and employee work outcomes. While their theory and other theories propose that promotion focus will promote more follower creativity than prevention focus (for review see Lanaj et al., 2012) , we claim that a situational prevention focus, elicited by transactional leadership behaviours, will not simply result in less creativity than promotion focus; rather it can actually be detrimental to creativity. In other words, we claim that while transformational leadership primes a promotion SRF in followers and is likely to spur creativity, transactional leadership, especially transactional active leadership, primes a prevention situational SRF, and is more likely to limit exploration and risktaking behaviours, thus inhibiting followers tendency to act creatively. This paper contributes to the current literature in a number of ways. First, as was noted by Amabile (1998) , it is much more common for leaders to harm employees creativity than to foster it. Yet, despite the frequency of detrimental actions that can harm creativity in organisations, most previous studies have mainly concentrated on the positive role of leadership in employees creativity and largely ignored the negative aspects. This article constitutes a novel attempt to concentrate on how creativity could be either improved or inhibited by leaders behaviours. Second, while much research has highlighted the importance of leader-follower fit in leadership style and regulatory focus in effecting various outcomes, including creativity (De Cremer, Mayer, van Dijke, Schouten, & Bardes, 2009; Herrmann & Felfe, 2014; Hamstra, van Yperen, Wisse, & Sassenberg, 2011; Kark & Van Dijk, 2008; Stam, van Knippenberg, & Wisse, 2010) there are only a few studies that have empirically tested the mediating role of situational/work regulatory focus in the leadership-creativity relationship (i.e. Neubert, Kacmar, Carlson, Chonko, & Roberts, 2008; Henker, Sonnentag, & Unger, 2015) , namely, how leaders create and shape the situational regulatory focus of their followers, which further affects employees creativity. Moreover, among these few studies, none have focused on the negative effect that prevention focus might have on employees creativity.
In sum, as positive psychology theories, which focus on antecedents that enhance performance in general and creativity in particular, capture more and more attention in the current leadership literature (e.g. Cameron & Dutton, 2003; Kark, 2011) , it seems important to additionally highlight the leadership style and mechanisms that may actually inhibit creativity. In other words, while knowing which leadership style enhances creativity more than others is important (and has been extensively researched, see Lin et al., 2016; Mainemelis et al., 2015) , understanding and discussing which styles can be detrimental to creativity and through which mechanisms this occurs is no less important.
THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

Regulatory Focus and Leadership Style
Regulatory-focus theory (Higgins, 1997) asserts that people have two basic self-regulation systems. One system regulates the attainment of positive outcomes and focuses on goals of promotion, while the other regulates the avoidance of negative outcomes and focuses on goals of prevention. Promotion selfregulatory goals include aspirations, dreams, and wishes and represent the "ideal self", whereas prevention self-regulatory goals refer to duties and obligations, and represent the "ought self". Highly promotion-focused individuals are concerned with self-actualisation needs, growth, and aspirations. They are sensitive to the existence of rewards, use approach strategies to achieve goals, and are risk takers. In contrast, individuals who are attuned mainly to prevention goals are concerned with duties and obligations. They are more likely to be sensitive to punishment and to use an avoidance strategy to pursue their goals (e.g. Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Kark & Van Dijk, 2008; Lanaj et al., 2012) .
Regulatory focus is a chronic (personal disposition) characteristic but can also emerge as a situational (context-induced) variable (Higgins, 1997) . Momentary situations may induce a promotion focus by emphasising hopes and aspirations, and by providing a perspective of future growth, or they can induce a prevention focus by emphasising negative outcomes or by providing a perspective of protection, safety, and responsibility (e.g. Van Dijk & Kluger, 2004 . In the work environment, situational and contextual cues are of importance since employees seek meaningful information that relates to what is expected from them and what are likely to be the possible consequences of their behaviour (Scott & Bruce, 1994) . Along this line, a leaders style of behaviour is a salient contextual cue at work that is likely to induce either a situational promotion or prevention focus among organisational employees (Brockner, Higgins, & Low, 2004; Epitropaki, Kark, Mainemelis, & Lord, 2017; Kark & Van Dijk, 2007) . Kark and Van Dijk (2007) have argued that transformational and transactional leaders are likely to evoke their followers situational self-regulatory focus, which further will have an effect on various employee outcomes, including creativity.
Transformational leadership has been defined in the literature as distinct from transactional or monitoring types of leadership. While transactional and monitoring leadership has been conceptualised in terms of an exchange process, in which rewards are offered for compliance and punishment for noncompliance, transformational leadership has been conceptualised based on its influence, namely, transforming the expectations, hopes, and values of followers and inspiring them to perform over and above what they have done in the past (e.g. Jung & Avolio, 1999; Yaffe & Kark, 2011) . One way in which transformational leaders may influence followers is by eliciting a promotion focus, whereas transactional leaders may elicit a prevention focus (Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Kark, Katz-Navon & Delegach, 2015; Kark & Van Dijk, 2007) .
Leaders who enact transformational behaviours focus on the ability of followers to change and make individual progress (Bass, 1999) . Such leaders promote an attractive vision of the future (Judge & Piccolo, 2004) and enable followers to examine existing problems, structures, work procedures and practices from a fresh point of view (Groves & LaRocca, 2011; Zhang, Tsui, & Wang, 2011; Yukl, 2009 ). This form of leadership encourages followers to suggest novel and creative solutions. Hence, transformational behaviours allow a leader to focus on the "ideal self" of followers. This, in turn, helps followers to heighten their level of promotion focus (Henker et al., 2015; Neubert et al., 2008; Kark & Van Dijk, 2007) .
In contrast, transactional leadership focuses on monitoring behaviours and exchange processes using contingent rewards to involve followers and to satisfy their needs (Bass, 1985) . The transactional leader sets standards and norms, and highlights obligations, while directing subordinates to perform tasks in the "correct and expected way". This form of leadership promotes compliance and dependency on the leader and on his or her decisions, and does not motivate followers to find novel solutions to existing problems. Under transactional active actions (active management by exception), the leader exerts control over followers and takes immediate counter-active action when deviations from rules and expectations, or mistakes occur. Under transactional passive actions (passive management by exception), the leader takes action only when he or she is aware of serious problems that have arisen, providing negative feedback and punishment to followers. Thus, leaders enacting transactional behaviours, by monitoring followers actions and focusing on their responsibilities and obligations, direct subordinates to their "ought self". This leadership style is likely to encourage conformity and continuity of the status quo and may elicit a prevention focus among followers (Gorman, Meriac, Overstreet, Apodaca, McIntyre, Park, & Godbey, 2012; Kark et al., 2015; Neubert et al., 2008; Tseng & Kang, 2009) . While recent research has begun to show findings consistent with the relationships proposed above, we present the following hypotheses and test them as a basis for our subsequent hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: Transformational leadership behaviour is positively related to followers situational promotion SRF.
Hypothesis 2: Transactional leadership behaviour is positively related to followers situational prevention SRF.
Promotion Focus and Creativity
Creativity involves the process of producing novel ideas or problem solutions (Amabile, 1988; Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005; Zhou & Shalley, 2003) . A mindset that is characterised by flexibility and the tendency to be playful and take risks is crucial for the process of offering and implementing new ideas that are different from the traditional way (Baer, Oldham, & Cummings, 2003; Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 1999) . The relationship between a promotion focus orientation and creative behaviours has been demonstrated in laboratory (e.g. Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Friedman & F€ orster, 2001 ) and field experiments (e.g, Henker et al., 2015; Shin, 2014; Wallace, Butts, Johnson, Stevens, & Smith, 2016) . Promotion-focus individuals are likely to be more creative due to their exploratory orientation, abstract thinking and their openness to novel experiences with the potential for gains and rewards (Friedman & F€ orster, 2001; Higgins, 1997) . Promotion focus has been found to elicit more open thinking, which allows generating more distinct ideas, while prevention focus leads to more repetitive and similar ideas (Crow & Higgins, 1997) .
In the process of regulating approach goals, a promotion focus stimulates positive emotions (Carver, Sutton, & Scheier, 2000; Higgins, 1997) , which also facilitates creative performance (Amabile et al., 2005; Baas, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2008; Carver et al., 2000) . Furthermore, creative endeavours are generally associated with a tolerance for ambiguity and risk-taking (Tegano, 1990) , which are compatible with a promotion focus. Therefore, a positive association between promotion focus and creative performance is expected. Under a promotion focus, employees look for ways to improve and develop the environment in which they act (Gorman et al., 2012) , and do not remain fixed in the status quo frame. These types of attitudes and behaviours are necessary for innovative and creative behaviours. A recent comprehensive meta-analysis confirmed that in work contexts, a promotion focus was positively related to innovative performance, and this relationship was stronger than the one between prevention focus and innovative performance (Lanaj et al., 2012) .
Promotion Focus as a Mediator between Transformational Leadership and Creativity
The leadership literature has consistently conceptualised transformational leadership as leadership aimed at creativity and change (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Burns, 1978; Tichy & Devanna, 1986; Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008; Wang et al., 2011) . Transformational leaders envision a challenging future vision. They display behaviours, which are perceived as creative and unconventional and by doing so become role models for innovation (Howell & Higgins, 1990) . Transformational leaders provide intellectual stimulation, which encourages followers to think outside the box and to explore novel ways of thinking (Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003) . They emphasise divergent and unique ways to examine old problems and challenge followers to rethink and revise working assumptions. This is likely to foster followers creativity. Furthermore, by contributing to followers sense of self-efficacy (Pillai & Williams, 2004) and their intrinsic motivation (Shin & Zhou, 2003) , transformational leaders also inspire their followers to become more creative (Eisenbeiss et al., 2008) .
Previous studies have shown that transformational leadership is more strongly related to followers creativity than transactional leadership (e.g. Rickards, Chen, & Moger, 2001) . Leaders acting in a transformational manner are role models for promotion-focused behaviours, and thus are likely to evoke a congruent situational SRF among employees, that will in turn encourage creative behaviour Wu, McMullen, Neubert, & Yi, 2008) . Recent studies have further supported this relationship (Henker et al., 2015; Kark et al., 2015) , showing that transformational leadership elicits a promotion regulatory focus, and that in turn will contribute to innovative and creative behaviours. This suggests that transformational leadership behaviour, which is likely to focus followers on their ideal self and encourage a situational promotion focus among followers, will result in followers creativity.
Hypothesis 3: Situational promotion SRF will mediate the positive relationship between transformational leadership behaviours and followers creativity.
Prevention Focus and Creativity
People who are concerned with prevention goals tend to pay attention to and more clearly remember information related to negative aspects, such as loss, cost, punishment, or failure (Higgins & Tykocinski, 1992) . They tend to value security and safety and act according to regulations and rules (Kark & Van Dijk, 2007) . They perform tasks in a vigilant manner attempting to be accurate (Forster, Higgins, & Bianco, 2003) . Furthermore, prevention focus, which relates to a risk-averse processing style, was found to be less related to creativity than promotion focus (Friedman & Forster, 2001 ). This effect was found when using both situational and chronic measures of prevention/promotion (Friedman & Forster, 2001 ).
Thus, individuals who are focused on prevention act in a way that attempts to avoid negative consequences and complies with what is expected or accepted according to formal policies (Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994; Kark et al., 2015) . The accumulating findings regarding the effects of prevention focus suggest that when prevention focus is elicited, people are not likely to take risks or act creatively, but rather act more conservatively (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Friedman & Forster, 2001) . A recent meta-analysis supports this, showing that while promotion is more strongly related to creativity, prevention is more strongly related to safety and to attention-to-detail behaviours (Lanaj et al., 2012) . In addition, a new study has found that prevention relates to conformity behaviours . In accordance with these recent findings, we take this one step further and claim that these conformity and attention-to-detail avoidant behaviours actually hinder creativity. In other words, while promotion is associated with creativity, we aim to understand how prevention is associated with the absence of creativity. In our quest to answer this question, we build on a number of different theoretical directions. First, based on theories relating creativity and emotions, a meta-analysis suggests that ones mood and creativity are related and that emotions associated with prevention focus are likely to harm creativity (Bass et al., 2008) . Second, theories regarding the attention scope related to creativity claim that creativity results, among other things, from the exploration of different alternatives (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996) . With a situational prevention regulatory focus emphasising attention to doing things "by the book" and adhering to rules and regulations, it is not only likely that alternative ideas will be discouraged but that they will be prevented to begin with (Lanaj et al., 2012) . Finally, theories regarding risk-taking claim that without an atmosphere that encourages taking risks, creativity is unlikely (Amabile et al., 1996; Tesluk, Farr, & Klein, 1997) . Thus, if what is encouraged is caution and conformity, people will not only minimise taking risks, but will avoid any such attempts altogether, actually hindering creativity.
Prevention Focus as a Mediator between Transactional Leadership and Creativity
Although the role of organisational leaders in shaping their employees regulatory focus and encouraging their creativity/innovation, has recently gained some direct empirical examination (e.g. Henker et al., 2015; Kark et al., 2015; Neubert et al., 2008) , these studies focused on the effect of promotion focus on creativity and did not explore the effects of transactional leadership and prevention focus on creativity. Transactional leadership uses a different method of influence and control than transformational leaders, through a formal system of rewards and punishments to achieve followers compliance (Jung & Avolio, 1999) . It emphasises safety and routine issues by signalling to employees that they must follow rules and regulations to receive positive reinforcement or to avoid negative consequences. While there are perspectives that argue that people are most innovative when they work within constraints and given structures of what they already know (Goldenberg, Lehmann, & Mazursky, 2001) , this has been argued in relation to jobs that inherently require creativity such as product development and not with regard to creativity in organisations in which creativity is not the prime task, such as in service or manufacturing organisations. Thus, while transactional leadership can possibly enhance qualitative creativity by providing clear structure and standards (Herrmann & Felfe, 2014) , in contexts where creativity is not part of the job definition, such structure and standards may not have the same effect. In other words, in more traditional contexts, under transactional leadership, employees are less likely to be creative and generate high quality and novel ideas, as they are attuned to focus on expectations and regulations.
In addition, autonomy plays a major role in enabling creativity (e.g. Amabile, 1988; Amabile, Schatzel, Moneta, & Kramer, 2004) . Thus, close monitoring is likely to have the opposite effect and reduce employees intrinsic motivation and creativity. Various studies have found that close monitoring of employees by their leaders reduced their creativity (Amabile et al., 2004; Zhou, 2003) . Although some earlier research found that certain types of reminders and positive monitoring can have an effective outcome on creativity under certain circumstances, since they are perceived as supportive behaviours (e.g. Amabile et al., 2004; Choi, Anderson, & Veillette, 2009 ), most studies have found a negative relationship between close monitoring and creativity, due to the limiting of employee autonomy. For example, conscientious employees who were closely monitored by their managers had lower levels of creativity .
Another explanation as to the ways in which transactional leadership may contribute to a prevention regulatory focus and hinder creativity is the use of punishment, which is a form of control that has detrimental effects on employees emotional resources (Carver & White, 1994) and on their creativity (Lin et al., 2016) . Punishment behaviour is a strong external signal about what is illegitimate and will not be tolerated, and is very likely to elicit prevention modes of behaviour. While punishment may be focused on the violation of orders, it may be experienced by employees as a sanction on their attempts to be creative. Although punishment itself may not dampen employees creative behaviour, it may take an emotional toll since it enhances fear and caution which have been found to harm creativity (Zhang et al., 2011; Baas et al., 2008) . In addition, punishment may involve the withholding of time, autonomy, and seed money, all of which may decrease creative performance.
Moreover, when leaders respond in a punishing manner they frame the situation for employees as a "loss" or "non-loss" situation. This type of framing is in line with a prevention mode of self-regulation (Brockner & Higgins, 2001 ). As we explained above, self-regulation via prevention focus regulates security needs, enhances avoidance tendencies (Higgins, 1997; Higgins & Spiegel, 2004; Scholer & Higgins, 2010) , and reduces employees ability to behave creatively (Kark & Van Dijk, 2007; Lanaj et al., 2012) . Finally, punishment and monitoring leadership behaviours can limit employees relational resources. These behaviours can trigger negative leader-employee interactions, can lower employees sense of trust and justice, can hinder the communication between the leader and the employee, and limit support, high quality connections and constructive and helpful feedback, which have all been found to contribute to creativity (Amabile et al., 2004; Dutton & Heaphy, 2003; Kark, 2011; Mainemelis et al., 2015) . This can contribute to a lower level of psychological safety, hindering employees creative engagement (Kark & Carmeli, 2009) , and can possibly negatively influence the leaders evaluation of the employees creative performance.
Thus, the behaviours exhibited by transactional leaders, such as the use of punishment, the focus on rules and social demands and the emphasis on loss avoidance, lead to the activation of prevention focus among followers. These transactional behaviours direct attention to obligations or what "ought to be done" (Kark & Van Dijk, 2007) , which, as we claimed in the section above, further results in task behaviour that is more vigilant, attentive to details, and less creative and thought provoking. This suggests that transactional leadership behaviour, which is likely to focus followers on their ought-self and encourage a prevention focus among them, will be negatively associated with creativity among these followers.
Hypothesis 4: Situational prevention SRF will mediate the negative relationship between transactional leader behaviours and followers creativity.
A depiction of our model appears in Figure 1 .
METHOD (STUDY 1-AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY)
Study 1 was conducted as an experiment with two main goals: First, this study aimed to test the first two hypotheses regarding the relationship between leadership style and employees situational SRF. In this study, leadership style was manipulated in a scenario lab experiment and participants regulatory focus was measured before and after the leadership manipulation. We conducted this experiment to examine the relationship between leadership style and situational regulatory focus, above and beyond chronic regulatory focus. Secondly, this study gave us an opportunity to examine the mediation hypotheses in a neutral setting before conducting the second study, which took place in the field.
Sample
A total of 189 undergraduate students majoring in psychology and sociology participated in the study in exchange for course credit (67% females; average age 5 25). The participants gave their consent to participate in a two-stage study, and were randomly assigned to one of two conditions of leadership style.
Procedure
In stage 1, a research assistant met the students in their classroom and distributed the questionnaire on chronic SRF and demographic details at the beginning of the class. All participants filled out a consent form prior to their participation. In order to match the questionnaires from stage 1 to stage 2, the students were asked to write the last 4 digits of their social security number on the questionnaires. In Stage 2, two weeks later, the participants were invited to the laboratory and were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. In the laboratory, they randomly received a written scenario describing either a transformational/charismatic or a transactional leader (see the Appendix). Upon completion the students were asked to fill out the situational regulatory focus and creativity measures. Participants were told that the purpose of the study was "to better understand leader-follower relationships". At the end of the experiment the research assistant explained the purpose of the study and debriefed the students. The two written scenarios simulating either a transformational leader or a transactional leader were used, based on the use of scenarios in other leadership studies (e.g. Bass & Avolio, 1997; Deluga, 1990; Tichy & Devanna, 1986) . The scenarios described a work situation and focused on the managers behaviour. The two scenarios were modelled after Kirkpatrick and Locke (1996) and Bono and Judge (2003) . There were several key elements in the content of the transformational scenario: an inspiring and optimistic vision, a focus on moral and ethical considerations, a description of how the leader asks his employees to think "out of the box" and to challenge traditional practices, and finally an expression of the leaders belief in his employees efficacy. The transactional leadership scenario described a monitoring and controlling leadership style and included several key elements: a clarification of the goals and tasks that are expected from the employees, an emphasis on meeting standards and adhering to rules, a focus on avoiding mistakes and errors, and finally, monitoring employees to detect deviations and anomalies. The two scenarios were the same length (15 lines). It is important to note that in an earlier study we tested the validity of these scenarios. In order to assess content validity, we randomly distributed the scenarios to 32 students who were asked to rank the leaders described in the scenarios on the Multi-Factorial Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) scales. Results of a t-test for unpaired samples demonstrated significant differences between the samples (t 30 5 9.55, p < .01 and t 23 5 27.50, p < .01 for transformational and transactional leadership, respectively). The students were also asked if they were able to form a vivid image of themselves working as followers of this leader and if they could imagine how they would think, feel, and act. They all reported that they had no problem thinking of themselves in this situation and that the measurements and scales were clear and made sense.
Measures
Chronic Self-Regulatory Focus. Chronic SRF was assessed by the Lockwood et al. (2002) scale with no modifications to the original scale. The Lockwood scale contains 18 items, with nine items for prevention focus (e.g. "In general, I focus on preventing negative situations") and nine items for promotion focus (e.g. "I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations"). Scales ranged on a 9-point Likert scale from 1 (to a very slight extent), to 9 (to a very large extent). Lockwoods chronic SRF scale was administered two weeks before the participants participated in the experiment (prevention scale alpha 5 .76; promotion scale alpha 5 .74).
Situational Self-Regulatory Focus. Situational SRF was assessed by a modified version of Lockwood et al. (2002) which was transformed to measure work-related regulatory focus. We transformed the original questionnaire by adding the following phrase at the beginning of each item: "as an employee under the described supervisor. . .". Additionally, to emphasise the "situational" aspects instead of the "chronic" ones, we removed phrases such as "In general" or "typically" from the original items and replaced the term "in my life" with the term "in my work". For example, the item "In general, I am focused on preventing negative events in my life" was changed to "As an employee under the current supervisor, I would focus on preventing negative events in my work". Scales ranged on a 9-point Likert scale from 1 (to a very slight extent), to 9 (to a very large extent). The two scales were reliable with a prevention scale alpha 5 .83, and a promotion scale alpha 5 .80. The situational SRF scale was administered after the leadership manipulation.
Creativity. Creativity was assessed using the scale developed by Zhou and George (2001) , which contains 13 items on a 7-point Likert scale. The participant was asked to assess the extent to which he/she would be creative if the manager described in the scenario was the manager with whom they were working. Sample items are "To what extent would you suggest new ways to achieve goals or objectives", and "To what extent would you suggest new ways to perform work tasks" (alpha 5 .96).
Gender. Gender was included so that our effects would be examined above and beyond any gender effect. Previous research has found self-reported creativity to be influenced by gender (Kaufman, 2006) .
Analytical Procedure
We conducted two regression analyses. The first was designed to test the effect of the leadership scenario on situational SRF when controlling for chronic SRF (testing H1 and H2). The second regression was conducted to test whether situational SRF mediates the effect of the scenario on creativity (testing H3 and H4). In the second analysis, creativity was the dependent variable and we inserted chronic SRF and leadership in the first step, and in the second step we added the mediators (situational promotion and situational prevention). We conducted a bootstrapping analysis in order to estimate the significance of the mediation effects (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) . Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations and correlations among the study variables. As can be seen in this table, gender was not related to any of the study variables. The sample size dropped when we included this variable in all further analyses, with the results staying very much the same. Thus, we did not include gender in the reported subsequent analysis. In order to confirm the random assignment of chronic SRF to the two experimental conditions, we conducted a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with the two experimental conditions as an independent variable and two chronic-foci as the dependent variable. Results indicated a non-significant effect (F(1,187) 5 1.10, n.s.), confirming the random assignment.
RESULTS (STUDY 1)
As can be seen in Model 2 of Table 2 , the leadership scenario (0 5 transactional, 1 5 transformational) had a significant effect on promotion SRF (b 5 .57, p < .001) when controlling for both prevention and promotion chronic regulatory foci, indicating that transformational leadership is related to higher levels of promotion SRF. This model explained 22 per cent of the variance of situation promotion focus. When comparing the control model to the full model, it can be seen that above and beyond an individuals chronic regulatory focus, leadership style is related to SRF adding 5 per cent to the explained variance in situational promotion focus. Indeed, H1 was supported.
As can also be seen in Table 2 , the leadership scenario (0 5 transactional, 1 5 transformational) had a significant effect on prevention SRF (b 5 2.91, p < .001) when controlling for both prevention and promotion chronic regulatory foci. The negative coefficient indicated that transactional active leadership is related to higher levels of prevention SRF. The model explained 40 per cent of the variance of situational prevention focus. When comparing the control model to the full model, it can be seen that above and beyond an individuals chronic regulatory focus, leadership style is related to SRF adding 7 per cent to the explained variance in situational prevention focus. H2 was also supported.
In order to test hypotheses H3 and H4, we first showed that leadership style had an effect on participants self-reported creativity (b 5 .69, p < .001; Model 1 Table 3 ).
1 It is important to note that seven participants did not complete the creativity questionnaire and thus our sample size was reduced to 182. When we 1 In order to further test our scenarios and verify that the difference between the two leadership conditions, specifically with regard to the leadership effect on creativity outcome, did not stem from specific wording in the transformational leadership scenario (i.e. using words that relate to creativity), we conducted another experiment. An online questionnaire was administered to 209 working students in Business Administration and Psychology, who were randomly assigned to one of three leadership conditions: the original transformational scenario, a new transformational scenario, which did not contain explicit wording of creativity, and the original transactional scenario. At the first stage, participants were asked to read a detailed scenario describing their manager at work. Then, for a manipulation check, they were asked to describe the manager in the scenario on a short MLQ scale. Finally, they were asked to answer a self-reported creativity measure . A total of 167 students returned full questionnaires: 61 and 59 students in the original and in the new transformational conditions, respectively; and 47 in the original transactional condition. A one-way ANOVA and a post-hoc Tukey test revealed that there was no significant difference in creativity between the original and the new transformational scenarios (M 5 5.8, M 5 5.9, respectively), and a significant contrast effect between the transactional leadership scenario (M 5 4.3) and the two transformational scenarios (p < .05). The same pattern was found with regard to the leadership manipulation check. Specifically, participants in the original and the new transformational scenarios similarly scored the manager in the scenario as high on transformational behaviours (M 5 4.1, M 5 4.2; respectively) and low on transactional behaviours (M 5 2.4, M 5 2.5, respectively), while participants in the transactional condition scored the manager low on transformational behaviours (M 5 2.9) and relatively high on transactional behaviours (M 5 3.9).
inserted SRF into the model (Model 2, Table 3), the leadership effect on creativity decreased significantly (b 5 .34, p < .05), whereas the effects of the SRF on creativity were significant (situational prevention focus effect on creativity b 5 2.23, p < .001 and situation promotion focus effect on creativity b 5 .37, p < .001). This suggests that beyond the previously suggested path between leadership style and performance, explained at least partially by promotion foci, the relationship between the leadership scenario and creativity was also mediated by prevention foci.
Yet, as suggested by Preacher and Hayes (2008) , in order to show that this mediation is significant, the bootstrap method is necessary to estimate the indirect effect and bias-corrected 95 per cent confidence intervals based on 5,000 bootstrap samples. This methodology is recommended because it does not require the sampling distribution of the indirect effect to be normal (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) . We tested the two paths of leadership to creativity: one path through the situational-promotion focus and one path through the situational-prevention focus, when controlling for chronic prevention and chronic promotion. The bootstrap analysis confirmed the mediation effects. First, the indirect path between leadership and creativity through promotion focus was significant (95%CI 5 .06, .33) confirming Hypothesis H3. The ratio of this indirect effect to the total effect was 0.25 and the ratio of indirect effect to the direct effect was 0.51. Second, the indirect path between leadership and creativity through prevention focus was significant (95%CI 5 .08, .33) supporting Hypothesis H4. The ratio of this indirect effect to the total effect was 0.27 and the ratio of indirect effect to the direct effect was 0.55.
Summary of Findings
Study 1 examined leadership style using scenarios in a laboratory experiment. The results of Study 1 supported our theoretical model. The experimental design enabled us to collect data at two points in time and control for various aspects of the situation, including participants chronic SRF. However, to further explore our theoretical model, a replication of the findings in a natural organisational setting was still needed. The design of Study 1 allowed each participant to experience only one leadership style: transformational or transactional. In Study 2, we further examined our theoretical model in a field study in an organisational context. This allowed us to test the validity of the research model in an environment that was dynamic and not sterile. Such a context can reflect the more authentic relationships between leaders and followers that develop over time. In addition, in a field study, managers can exhibit both transactional and transformational behaviours, enabling participants (followers) in Study 2 to rank both.
METHOD (STUDY 2-A FIELD STUDY) Sample
A total of 343 employees who work in a large communication service callcentre and their 75 workgroup managers (workgroup size average was 4.6) took part in the study. The employee sample was composed of 196 (57%) women and 147 (43%) men; the mean age was 27.8 and the average tenure in the organisation was 2.3 years. The manager sample was composed of 29 (39%) women and 46 (61%) men; the mean age was 32.2 and the average tenure was 5 years (compliance rate was 91%).
Procedure
We first obtained organisational consent to collect data from employees and managers in the organisation. Research assistants visited the organisational customer service units and distributed the questionnaires to all the workgroup managers in the organisation. They were supervised during the process. The research assistants obtained informed consent and verified the full completion of the questionnaires on site. The managers filled out the outcome questionnaires on the performance indices (the creativity inventory) of their employees. Then, after collecting the data from the managers, data was collected from the employees who were randomly chosen from a list of employees for each manager. All employees whose managers filled out outcome questionnaires on their performance indices participated in this stage. 
Measures
Questionnaires Completed by the Managers: Employee Creativity. We used the inventory of perceived cognitive style of task performance developed by Miron, Erez and Naveh (2004) . This inventory was completed by the managers for each of his or her employees and included 5 items on creativity which were assessed on a scale ranging from 1 "strongly disagree" to 7 "strongly agree" (e.g. likes to do things in an original way).
Questionnaires Completed by the Employees: Managers Leadership Style. We used the MLQ 5X (Bass & Avolio, 1990 ) which has 32 items. We extracted the attributed charisma subscale from the transformational leadership scale, since it has been criticised for measuring impact and outcomes instead of behaviours (e.g. Kark et al., 2003; Yukl, 2009 ). To test the structure of the two independent components of leadership styles (transformational and transactional leadership), we conducted Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using Amos 18 on the individual level data. Model 1 tested a general model in which all items were loaded on to the same factor (16 items Further inspection of this models loading revealed that the contingent reward and management by exception active subscales were negatively loaded on the transactional higher order factor. Moreover, the contingent reward subscale had a latent loading of Est 5 .77 (SE 5 .06) on the transformational high order factor (which has previously been found in other research, such as Zohar, 2002) . Based on these results we decided to eliminate the contingency reward subscale from further analysis. Thus, in line with previous studies (e.g. Kark et al., 2015; Turner, Barling, Epitropaki, Butcher, & Milner, 2002) , we tested a higher order 3-factor model in which the transformational items were loaded on the first factor, management by exception active items loaded on the second factor, and management by exception passive items were loaded on the third factor. The results yielded acceptable fit level (v 2 (244, N 5 341) 5 574.45, p < .01, GFI 5 .92, NFI 5 .90, RMSEA 5 .06).
Employees Situational Regulatory Focus. We used the same situationalversion of the Lockwood scale that was used in Study 1 (e.g. "as an employee under the current supervisor I focus on preventing negative events. . .").
Demographic data. All participants completed a biographical questionnaire including gender and age.
Analytical Procedure
As the data was collected from individuals in 75 different workgroups our analysis employed random coefficient modelling (RCM; Goldstein, 1987) . This approach allows for testing the nesting of individuals by workgroups. The advantage of RCM is that by modelling residuals at level 2 (with the individual as the level 1 unit of analysis) such analysis acknowledges that individuals belonging to the same workgroup may be more similar to one another than to individuals belonging to different workgroups (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) . We analysed our data using the SAS-MIXED procedure as the dependent variables were all continuous. In order to examine the mediation of SRF we followed the procedure suggested by Bauer, Preacher, and Gil (2006) on multilevel mediation with the help of the SAS INDTEST macro.
RESULTS (STUDY 2)
In this study, we adopted the perspective that leadership can be experienced collectively by the members of a workgroup and is not necessarily a unique relationship between a leader and an individual. Leadership behaviours are directed at the group as ambient stimuli that influence the group as a whole as well as individuals within the group (e.g. Carter, Armenakis, Feild, & Mossholder, 2013; Hoffman, Bynum, Piccolo, & Sutton, 2011; Yaffe & Kark, 2011) . Moreover, measuring leadership as an aggregation at the team level was based on two considerations. First, the understanding that leadership, when measured as a behaviour (vs. other measurements of leadership that focus not on behaviour, but rather on relationships, emotions, cognitions, etc.), can be observed by all the followers, and thus is likely to have a significant shared component among the group of followers (see also Kark et al., 2003 Kark et al., , 2015 . Second, treating leadership as a team level variable enables us to limit the same source bias that is likely to affect the results when all the data is measured at the individual level and is obtained from the single follower. Demonstrating a shared group perception, all three leadership scales exhibited sufficient withinunit agreement (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984) . Median r wg 5 0.91 for transformational leadership, Median r wg 5 0.65 for transactional active, and Median r wg 5 0.70 for transactional passive. Intra-class correlations (Bliese, 2000) were ICC(1) 5 0.34, 0.20, 0.15 and ICC(2) 5 0.72, 0.65, 0.69 for transformational, transactional active, and transactional passive, respectively. These results suggest that there was sufficient within-group homogeneity and between-group variance to justify consideration of the scales as shared group level perceptions. Additionally, we conducted analyses of variance (ANOVAs) with leadership style (transformational, transactional active and passive) as the dependent variable, and the workgroup index as an independent variable. These analyses showed a significant difference between followers perceptions of leadership styles by working groups (F (74,342) 5 3.56, p < .01; F (74,342) 5 2.16, p < .01; F (74,342) 5 1.80, p < .01 for transformational, transactional active, and transactional passive, respectively). Accordingly, we calculated the mean score of each of the three scales for each workgroup by averaging the corresponding employee ratings. Table 4 summarises the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables. We first tested the relationships between leadership styles at the workgroup level and situational SRF (potential mediators), controlling for age and gender (see Table 5 ). The results showed a significant positive main effect of transformational leadership on situational-promotion focus (estimate 5 0.40, p < .05) and a positive main effect of transactional active on situational-prevention focus (estimate 5 0.91, p < .001) providing additional support for hypothesis 1 and 2. Transactional passive did not yield any effect on followers situational SRF. Both full models were significantly better than the control models (D-2loglikelihood 5 14.9, p < .001 when situationalpromotion focus was the dependent variable and D-2loglikelihood 5 29.1, p < .001 when situational-prevention focus was the dependent variable).
Hypotheses Testing
We then tested the mediation of situational SRF in the relationship between leadership styles and creativity with two steps (see Table 6 ). In step 1 we regressed followers creativity level on the control variables (age, gender) and on leadership styles at the workgroup level; and in step 2 we added the situational SRF to the model (see Table 6 ).
As can be seen in Model 1 of Table 6 , the results showed that transactional active leadership style was negatively associated with followers creativity level (estimate 5 20.45, p < .05). As can be seen in Model 2 of Table 6 this negative association was further mediated by situational prevention SRF, as predicted Thus, our analyses revealed that employees situational-prevention focus mediated the link between transactional active leadership and employees creativity. The higher the leaders transactional active score, the higher his/her employees situational-prevention focus was. Prevention focus, in turn, is negatively related to the individuals creativity level. H3 was not supported in this study as promotion was not found to mediate the leadership-creativity relationship.
Summary of Findings
Study 2 examined the effect of leadership style on employees creativity through situational SRF in a natural environment within an organisation, using objective evaluations of employees creativity level. Similar to Study 1, it was found that leadership style significantly relates to situational SRF, such that transformational leadership positively relates to promotion focus and transactional active leadership positively relates to prevention focus. In addition, we found that prevention focus mediated the relationship between transactional active leadership and creativity. These results further strengthen the results of Study 1 regarding the role of regulatory foci in the leadership process, and emphasise the negative effect of transactional leadership on creativity through its relationship to prevention focus.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The current study aimed to understand and examine the role of situationalregulatory foci in the process through which leadership style and employees creativity are related, using both experimental and field studies. Our first two hypotheses (H1 and H2) were confirmed consistently in both studies. Specifically, the relationships between transformational leadership and promotion focus as well as between transactional leadership and prevention focus were found in a correlational setting (Study 2) as well as in a lab experiment where leadership styles were manipulated (Study 1). The mediation effect of situational SRF was confirmed in both the experimental study and in the field study where creativity levels were measured using managers reports of employee creativity. Specifically, it was found that transactional leadership negatively affected employees creativity, through a situational prevention focus (H4). These results shed light on the underlying mechanism that enables leadership to influence creativity outcomes, namely, through the regulatory focus system. They demonstrate that leadership relates to, and affects, basic motivations of the prevention and promotion systems, which have been widely researched in psychology and conceptualised as reflecting basic human needs for development and growth versus security and safety. Our study demonstrates that leaders may be able to facilitate followers motivations by activating a situational prevention or promotion frame, and that at least when it comes to prevention activation these motivational frames further shape followers outcomes in terms of employees creativity. Creativity has been widely researched as a significant component in promoting organisational success. Previous research has suggested that contextual factors, and leadership style in particular, are able to foster followers creativity. Our findings offer a new way to understand the creativity process, suggesting that while leaders behaviour relates to employees motivational self-regulation system, this in turn can at times harm creativity.
Our findings show, in a consistent manner, that transactional leadership behaviours, and specifically transactional active leadership style, relate to employees situational prevention focus and play a major role in hindering and possibly tempering the tendency of followers to be creative. A transactional active leadership style, which is a monitoring style that focuses on followers mistakes, deviations and losses, enhances followers perceptions of their "ought self" focusing their attention on what is expected of them, their obligations, and their duties. Thus, by enhancing the prevention focus, such leadership may undermine followers ability to "think out of the box", experiment, and take risks. This may ultimately hinder employees creativity.
It is important to note that transactional passive leadership style was not related to creativity or to situational self-regulatory foci, above and beyond transformational and transactional active styles. It seems that when it comes to prevention regulatory focus, it is the active monitoring and rule setting behaviours that enhance a situational prevention SRF, and that whether a leader punishes his/her employees after a deviation from the rules or regulations has occurred is less relevant for setting such a focus.
To summarise our findings, in line with our expectations, in both the experimental and field study, transactional leadership (i.e. transactional active) was positively related to situational prevention focus, which in turn contributed to the reduction of creativity. It is interesting to note that the positive effect of transformational leadership on creativity via situational promotion was not obtained in the field study. This may suggest that prevention focus has more potential to harm creativity than the potential of the promotion focus to enhance it.
These findings suggest that while both the promotion and the prevention systems may be sensitive to external forces and cues, such as leadership behaviour, their relationship with creativity is more evident when the regulatory system is related to a detrimental effect than the positive effect of the promotion system. Thus, our findings imply that through the system of self-regulation, it may be easier to discourage than to encourage creativity. This can be accounted for, at least partially, by the different nature of the prevention and promotion systems.
First, the promotion focus is based on a more internal mode of motivation and an internal set of ideals focusing individuals on their inner perception of their ideal self as well as their dreams, wishes, and aspirations. The prevention focus, on the other hand, is based on norms and expectations, and is guided by the "ought self", which mirrors the external messages and perspectives toward the individual within their own frame (Higgins, 1998) . Indeed, prior research findings showed that promotion is more sensitive to internal cues and more resilient to external effects, threats, and expectations; whereas prevention is more sensitive to external cues (see Itzkin, Van Dijk, & Azar, 2016; Van Dijk, Seger-Guttmann, & Heller, 2013) . Similarly, creativity has been shown to have a strong link to intrinsic motivation over and above extrinsic motivation. Transactional leadership enhances external pressures and expectations and increases the prevention focus. When individuals are extrinsically motivated they tend to behave less creatively (Amabile, 1998) .
Second, the prevention system has a more basic and primary function than the promotion system, since it is responsible for security and safety (basic needs), whereas the promotion system is responsible for development (higher needs). When there are indications of an impending threat, the prevention system is activated and more resources are directed to avoiding damage. As a result, fewer resources are available for other ongoing goals which are less urgent at the current moment (Van Dijk et al., 2013) , such as creativity. Moreover, it was recently found that in general, people allocate more resources to prevention goals (e.g. safety) than to promotion goals (e.g. development), and the more insecure they feel, the more resources they allocate to prevention goals (Schodl & Van Dijk, 2014) , leaving fewer resources for creativity.
Third, it may be easier to discourage creativity than to encourage creativity due to a negativity bias. According to contemporary research reviews, "bad" has been shown to have a stronger effect than "good", across a wide range of psychological phenomena (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001) . Thus, when there are events that have a negative valence (e.g. losing money, separating from friends, and being criticised), they will have more impact on the individual than similar types of events that have a positive valence (e.g. winning money, making new friends, and receiving appraisal). This has been termed the Asymmetry Effect (Peeters, 2002) and negativity bias (Rozin & Royzman, 2001 ) of emotion. Specifically, with regards to affect, the effects of negative affect in organisations is stronger and more nuanced than effects of positive affect (e.g. George, 2011; Kaplan, Bradley, Luchman, & Haynes, 2009; van Kleef, Homan, Beersma, Van Knippenberg, Van Knippenberg, & Damen, 2009) . This was also shown for the effect of leadership behaviour (Dasborough & Ashkanasy, 2002; Medler-Liraz & Kark, 2012; Sy, Cote, & Saavedra, 2005) .
Thus, our findings suggest that it may be easier to hinder creative behaviours than to encourage creative behaviours, since individuals are more attuned to negative versus positive messages and to the prevention versus the promotion system. When leaders behave in a monitoring mode, by looking out for mistakes and mishaps, and when they prime prevention, this may have a stronger effect on hindering creativity than the effect of transformational leadership, which supports and encourages followers to follow their aspirations and promotes novel ideas, on encouraging creativity. This finding may shed light on a phenomenon that was noted by Amabile (1998, p. 77) , acknowledging that: "When I consider all the organizations I have studied and worked with over the past 22 years, there can be no doubt: creativity gets killed much more often than it gets supported". In addition, as leadership theory has moved towards functionality, introducing instrumental leadership (Antonakis & House, 2014) as a newer full range leadership model, it is important to also emphasise the behaviours/functions that not only do not promote creativity but actually harm them.
Post Hoc Analysis
In their theory on self-regulation and leadership, Kark and Van Dijk (2007) and Sassenberg and Hamstra (2017) presented the idea that regulatory focus serves as both a mediator and a moderator in the leadership dynamic. Specifically, different leadership behaviours encourage diverse selfregulation strategies (or situational regulatory focus). These self-regulation strategies are likely to interact with followers chronic-regulatory foci (a moderation effect) to affect followers outcomes (see Sassenberg & Hamstra, 2017) . The moderation effect has been demonstrated by Hamstra, Sassenberg, Van Yperen, and Wisse (2014) with regard to employees being valued at work. Specifically, employees felt valued at work under transformational leadership when their chronic promotion focus was high; and under transactional leadership when their chronic prevention focus was high. This perception of being valued is consistent with the feeling of "rightness" that is likely to emerge when people experience regulatory fit (Higgins, 2005; Johnson, Lin, Kark, Van Dijk, King, & Esformes, 2017) . In an attempt to learn whether the feeling of "rightness", arising as a result of regulatory fit, is important also for employee creativity, we examined the interaction between leadership and regulatory focus in both studies 1 and 2. We found no such effect in either of our studies. In a model in which both prevention and promotion regulatory focus were entered as moderators of the leadership-creativity relationship, we found no significant interaction. It seems that when it comes to creativity, it is not the fit between leadership and chronic regulatory focus but rather that transformational leadership is necessary irrespectively of chronic regulatory focus because it shapes the situational regulatory focus of the followers and accordingly, their tendency to think and act creatively.
Limitations and Future Research Directions
This study has several strong points. We implemented two different types of research designs and methodologies: an experimental study and a field study. This is in line with several other studies in the leadership field (e.g. Giessner, van Knippenberg, & Sleebos, 2009; Kark et al., 2015; Long, Bendersky, & Morrill, 2011; Norman, Avolio, & Luthans, 2010) . This approach allowed for the strengths of one research design to compensate for the weaknesses of the other (Dipboye, 1990) . First, Study 1 applied an experimental laboratory design that allowed for a highly controlled context with the ability to demonstrate causal relationships. This type of setting yields results with high internal validity but with comparably low ecological validity (van Dick & Schuh, 2010) . However, the second study was conducted in a natural organisational work setting, with "high ecological validity". A potential weakness of Study 1 was that the scenario may have had limited connection to the participants experiences in actual leadership situations. Study 2, though, was undertaken in a real leader-follower context, in which the leader and followers had worked together for at least 6 months. Second, the exclusive reliance on a student sample in Study 1 was balanced by Study 2 using employees from the workforce context. The fact that, while using varied methods and participant samples, we were able to replicate most of our findings, further gives support to our theoretical model and its validity.
Notwithstanding these strengths, there are some limitations to our research. First, the experimental study results were susceptible to same-source bias as well as a self-perception of ones extent of creativity. However, we were able to lessen this impact by collecting data from both employees and managers in the field study. Thus, employee creativity was assessed by the relevant managers. Furthermore, in the field study, our analysis of leadership style at the group level further mitigated the partial problem of same-source data collection of the independent variable (i.e. leadership style) and the mediators (i.e. employees SRF) to some extent because this reduces the common variance between these variables (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) .
Second, creativity plays a more prominent role in some organisations and professions compared to others. Our field study was conducted in service organisations, in which creativity is not a major concern. The organisational culture of these organisations may have affected our results relating to creativity outcomes by limiting the ability to enhance it by transformational leadership. While many creativity studies examine R&D teams and other teams in IT companies, there is a growing amount of research examining creativity in other types of organisations such as manufacturing or service organisations. Unlike R&D employees, manufacturing or service employees are usually not recruited based on their creative skills, and most of their work follows routine procedures that do not involve creative thinking. Yet they too may face problems which need creative solutions.
There are different examples of studies conducted on service workers, among them Unsworth, Wall, and Carters (2005) field study of health-service employees, in which they found that the creativity requirement fully mediated the effects of leadership and role requirements on creativity, and partially mediated the effects of empowerment and time demands on creativity. Similarly, George and Zhou (2007) examined moods and creativity in a field study of employees in an oil-field services company. As George (2007) states in her Academy of Management Annals article on creativity, all organisations on the one hand, require predictability, control, and reliable performance and are dependent on collective learning whereby solutions able performance and are dependent on collective learning whereby solutions to problems become embedded in organizational routines (or the wheel is not reinvented repeatedly in slightly different forms). On the other hand, organizations face dynamically changing environments, the nature of problems and opportunities change, and creative responses are required. (p. 467) Thus, while our study falls within this more recent trend of examining creativity in non-creative contexts, future research should attempt to replicate our findings in professions in which creativity is a more central component, as well as in organisational cultures that place a high value on creativity and improvisation, such as advertising and design firms or hi-tech startups.
Third, in the current study, the outcome examined was creativity. SRF has been found to relate to various outcomes, such as safety behaviour, attention to detail, and accuracy. Our study indicates that transactional leadership and prevention foci are not beneficial for encouraging creativity. However, they may be of importance for other types of organisational outcomes and should be addressed in future studies. Furthermore, a recent meta-analysis demonstrated that the stage in time in which the creative process takes place is an important moderator for ways in which leadership styles interact with creativity (Rosing, Frese, & Bausch, 2011) . They showed that transformational leadership was more significant and contributed to effectiveness at the initial stages of the creative process, whereas transactional leadership was more significant and effective in later stages of idea implementation. These findings were supported by other studies (e.g. Axtell, Holman, Unsworth, Wall, Waterson, & Harrington, 2000; Kanter, 1988; Mainemelis et al., 2015; Mumford, Connelly, & Gaddis, 2003) . Future studies should further investigate how transactional and monitoring leadership styles can foster creativity at distinct stages of the creative process as well as the role prevention focus has at these stages.
Fourth, in our study we used the Lockwoods regulatory focus scale to measure self-regulatory foci. This measurement has been criticised by Summerville and Roese (2008) , who argued that the scales of promotion and prevention are correlated with positive and negative affects respectively. Though we agree with this criticism, the advantages of Lockwoods scale outweigh its disadvantages. First, this is the most prevalent scale that is used to measure regulatory focus (about 40% of the regulatory-focus studies; Gorman et al., 2012) , and it predicts the theory-driven hypotheses very well. Second, it is very easy to understand and follow its items, and therefore, it is fit for field studies which involve workers rather than students. Third, it reflects a present focus on ideals and aspirations versus oughts and duties and therefore it fits well to the theory of regulatory focus. Last, recent work demonstrates that Lockwoods scale shows a similar pattern of results to a newly developed measure, which was built according to the components of Higginss theory (Itzkin et al., 2016) .
Finally, potential confounds may have affected the results of the two studies. For example, trust in the leader or affinity and liking of the leader might have affected the perception of the leader; also, in the field study, as in many investigations in the "real" world, contextual and cultural aspects might have affected the level of creativity. Future studies should examine these possible confounds.
Implications for Practice
Leadership has been found to be critical and influential in advancing creative and innovative efforts in organisations (Amabile & Khaire, 2008; Mumford et al., 2012) . In general, our findings show that leaders are likely to hinder creativity in the workplace by using transactional leadership and focusing employees on the "ought self". This suggests that organisations that value creativity should attempt to limit these monitoring behaviours, because the urge to be creative may be easily stifled and "killed" (Amabiles, 1998). Therefore, organisations should encourage managers to be sensitive to transactional actions that may hinder creativity.
Although managers efforts to monitor employee errors and to reduce losses do have some important benefits, organisations should be wary of such behaviours since they may cause a decline in creativity. If managers behave in a controlling and rewarding manner, it may restrain an employees intrinsic motivation to behave creatively. As previously noted, individuals will be at their best in terms of creativity, when they feel motivated by the interest, curiosity, and the challenge of the work itself, and not by external forces (Amabile, 1998; Deci, Ryan, & Koestner, 1999) . Thus, managers should be trained to limit their transactional-monitoring behaviours in contexts where creativity is necessary, or to at least maintain a balance between monitoring and empowering their employees.
Conclusion
Our study breaks new ground in the creativity literature by highlighting the role SRF plays in the ability of leaders to restrict actions that hinder creativity. We found that leadership style can help channel employees into different modes and frames of self-regulation motivations, and this in turn can relate to creativity, mostly by curtailing it. Our findings suggest that some leaders behaviours can backfire, limiting employees ability to behave creatively.
employee, you are asked to give him professional guidance and help him get started. David asks you to tell him about your boss and this is what you tell him: "His name is John and he has been the team leader for three years. He has a strong presence, an engaging outward manner, and shows confidence and charisma. In the team meetings his tone of voice is always enthusiastic and not dull. He presents an optimistic vision and says that he believes that we can achieve this vision and even beyond. John emphasises the importance of our team work and our ability to contribute to the company as a whole. Before he makes a decision, he considers its ethical and moral implications. Recently, we had a problem of customers complaining about the long waiting time before we could answer. John called the team in for a meeting and encouraged the team members to think about solutions innovatively and creatively. He wanted them to think out of the box and not follow a certain solution only because this was what they had done so far even if this meant changing rules and procedures."
Transactional Leadership: Imagine you have been working for three years in a call centre at a cell phone company "The Red Phone". You meet a new worker, David, who has just joined your work team. Since you are a veteran employee, you are asked to give him professional guidance and help him get started. David asks you to tell him about your boss and this is what you tell him: "His name is John and he has been the team leader for three years. During team meetings he talks to us about our goals and tasks, defines who is responsible for achieving these goals and clarifies his expectations from us. John tries to get involved at work only when he sees a problem that repeats itself systematically and requires his attention. So if he turns to you while you are working, you probably have made mistakes. In this case, John enforces sanctions against those who do not meet the standards. John keeps reports and records of employees, and thus can identify anomalies. Recently, we had a problem of customers complaining about the long waiting time before we could answer. To deal with the problem, John called an emergency staff meeting, emphasised what standard was required, gave tips and tools to improve operations, and stated that he would continue to track and monitor this issue in the future."
